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Abstract

The research described in this paper was directed to Ehe”validation of an
assessment center used to select school administrators. Criteria included
ratings on behaviorally anch;red ratihg scales” by supervisors, teachers, ané
support staff and measurés of seven séhool climate dimensions providedéby
teachers, students, and support staff. Results indicated a Significanf.'
relationship between an overall assessmeht.center.placement recommendation

and supervisory,-teacher, and supporf staff ratings on most dimeqsions. Clipate
measures were significantly relatéd to few assessment cepter'fétingslregardless
of the soufce of the climate.measure;v Of primary importance-is thg féct thét
assessment center ratings proved valid in a new setting, though,thé use of .
performance ratings as opﬁosed to promoéion or salary increase criteria has
implicatioﬁs for the Klimoski and Strickland criticism qf assessment center

validation research.
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Assessment centers are extraordinarily popular among professionals and

ool

practitioners involved in the selectiﬁn'éf managerial pérsonnelz Tnis popm~

N 2

larity is reflected in. a large number of published papers (e.g., Fiﬁkle, 1976;
Huck, 1976; Klimoski & Strickland, 1977), the pubiication of standérd; and
ethical considerations involved in assessment center operations (Task Force on
Develcpmént of AsSessment Center Standards, 1977), and the unusual support of
the Federal courts (Byham, 1979).° This enthusiasm has been generated tpva
grea; extent by the positive research findings concerning the validity ofAthe
asgéssment centgr. Huck (1976) reviewed over 50 studies all of which reported
positive findings concerning the relatiénship beﬁwe;n aSsessment center fatings
and sugsequent job performance. Klimoski and Strickland (1977) reviewed over
90 studies finding that validities were positiQe and high (median = .40) with
advancement critefia (number of'promotions’, and that very few additional studie
had been done after 1972 indicating éeneral acceptance of .the validity df assess
ment cenpefAmethodology.A

Studies concerningnthe internal validity of the assessment center (Huck,
1976; Mitchel, 1975; Schmitt, 1977; Schmitt & Hill, 1977) indicate that in;er—
rater relidbility is high and that overall assessment judgments are indeed |
highly correlated withiperformance on individual assessment dimensions
(Sackett & Hakél, f§79; Schmitt, 1977). Sackett (1982) has raised a number
of igsuES concerning the degree of understanding we have of the rating process_
and has indicated that 2 ﬁechanical combination of ratings to produce an éver—

all rating might be mcre practical than the consensus discussions usually

employed (Sackett & Wilson, 1982). However, these possible problems relate

4 .
“r

more to the mechanics of operation of a center than they do to the psycho-
metric quality and external validity of assessment center ratings.
Validity studies have generally been sound in that they are longitudinal

and that assessment center ratings have been withheld from organizational

ERIC 4
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personnel who miglt later influence thc.cnndidntcs' promotions,.thus diminishing,

a

~1f not eliminating, the possibility of criteriBn contamination. The research

presehted in this paper represents an evaluation of the aSSQSSmcnt.cénter
'abproach applied 'In an educational setting to select secon@afy and elementary
school administrators. While there have been previous educational applications
of the assessment center, there are ng previously published empirical ?epdrts
of the validity of the technique .in this context. Most previous studies of
assessment center validify have employed promotions 0r~séléry progress as
criteria (Klimoski &.Strickland, 1977). 1In this study, the criteria oflper—
formance included ratings by three different groups of people as‘well as school
climate ratings collectéd”from tﬂfeémdifféféﬁﬁméf6ﬁps. The research, tﬁeh,
;epresents an extension of currently available informa;ion in two respects:
educational administrators and extension to new performance criteria.
Method

Sample. Tﬁe sample included 153 school administrators who had participated

in an assessment center between the spring of 1976 and the spfing of 1981. These

people were candidates for promotion to assistant principal or principal in

elementary, junior high, middié, or high schools in seven different school i

districts throughout the country. Sixty of these individuals were subsequéntly
promoted to either‘éssisfant principal or principal, The remaining 93 already
held agsistant principalships and_were included for several reasons. First,

they were performing as administrators and therefore criterion data could be
collected. Secornd, they were actual candidates for promotion hence fheir
motivational set in center participafion would be similar to any other candidate.

Third, the assessment cneter ratings were used to select people in all seven

districts; these 93 individuals represented a group who were not necessarily

t
i

ithe best performing people; consequently, res;fiction of rangeeffects resulc-

”ing from the use of ratings to select should be less important. General

5
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demographic description of the subjects is presented in Table 1. As a minimal

qdalification, all candidates for administrative pdsitionS'hadlcompleted some

graduate 7ork in educatiohal’administfation; most had masters degrees. While

total sample size was 153, sample size for many reported correlations was

"substantially less because rater respondents felt unable, or were unwilling,

to give ratings on a particular dimension.

Insert Table 1 about here ' .

- e e = e e = = e o e e e o

Assessment Center Dimensions.and Use. The assessment center was developed

for the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) with the
voluntary help of the APA Division of Industrial and Organizational Psychology .
(see Jeswaid, 1977; Moses, 1977). Since that time NASSP has provided-a-staff

consultant to provide advice and assessor training to interested school districts.

A job analysis conducted prior to the development of the center indicated that

‘twelve dimensions of behavior were important for. successfully working school

administrators. It was felt that these dimensions could be assessed in an
assessment center. These dimensions and their descriptions are listed in

Table 2. Three of these dimensions.(Personal Motivation, Range of Interests,

" skill measures. ) ‘ .

O
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and Educational Values) were included for personal self development not as

Insert Table 2 about here i
In addition, a summary PIa;e;e;t—R;c;m;e;d;t;o; ;as also wade. -This was an
overall rating made at the c:-clusion of the assessors' integration session
and represented the assessor:' overall appraisal of the candidates' potential
as school admiﬁistr;tors. Assessing these dimensions involved the use of two
inba%kets; a semi-structured interview, a faét—fiﬁding énd decision—-making

simulation with an oral presentation, and an analysis and group discussion of

a case study. All ratings were made on Likert-type five Point scales. Consensus

ratings of the skill dimensions as well as the Placement Recommendation were

completed after a two day discussion of candidates by the assessor team. These/

consensus ratings were used “as predictors of job performance and school climate ratings

6
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K%scssment center raéiAéste;e used py.thc.persdnpel'dcpartments in all
districts to make recommendations coﬁcerning promotion;\\In no instance, how--
ever, were actual assessment ratings prdyided to any_individual who suﬁsequcntly
pfovideq performance déta. A total of 425 persons werz asseésed during this
period in all.phq_districts_0f¢§homwonly—60—were—promoted;“_Siﬁbg éssesément
center ratings were used in makiﬁg theéé_;;o$6£ions,fﬂere was se&ége range

+

restriction, Fortunately, 93 additional assessment center candidateyx held

administrative positions (assistant principals) and these persons were also

;included_in the validation sample és.indicated above. The remaining 272

" . . . . . N . h . . . ) 1) L R —_——
candidates did not hold administrative-jobs at the time performance data were

collected, hence could not be included in the validation study.

Criterion Measures. Job analysis interviews were conducted in thirteen
school districts tﬁroughout the country. -These interviews included principals,
students, parents, teachers, support staff personnel, and superintendents. The

pertinent dﬁféome of these job analysis intefviews for this study was the deQelop—
ment of fifteen behaviorally anchdred rating scales. - These scales (see Table 3

for brief titles) plus an overall rating were-used as one set of criterion

O
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measures, These measures were administered to the supervisor of each of the
153 administrators as well as two teachers and two support staff personnel in
the administrator's school. Raters were directed to decline to make a rating

on any scale about which they felt they did not have sufficient infosmation.

.This option was frequently used By the support staff personnel because of their

-lack of opportunity to observe the principal's performance on various dimensions.

During the job analysis interviews, various groups were asked about

critical aspects of the principal's job. Manyresponded that the principal's |

primary responsibility was the establishment of a "good" school climate. In

’operationalizing this construct, we developed seven climate measures for

different job performance dimensions. Specifically, two teachers, two support

staff, and four students in each sqhool were asked to describe the school

| 7
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climate relatin% to Curriculum issues, Student Activities, Support Services,
Staff Selection, Evaluation and Development, Community Relations, School Plant

Maintenance, and Structured Communication. Examples of items in these scales

which referred to conditions at the school include "I feel inférmed about the

séhddlwﬁrgéﬁiéafion, oper;tion,m;;;m;ﬁlés" and "It iéieasy,;o get by with
cheating at this school."” Since.they referred to conditions_a£ the school éé é
whole, the climate measures were not’ simply alternaée measures of performance
ratings. Responses to: the 55 i:gms“wére'made on a scale with five options:

1 F‘Strdngly Agree, 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly disagrge, and

5 = No opinion/no experience.. Student leaders, teachers and support staff

completed the climate questionnaire, and teacherS, support staff, and the .
. 0 ' Z

administrator's supervisor completed the performance ratings. District -

personnel administrators chose the support staff, teacher, and student raters.

<

The researchers instructed them te choose "experienced and informed" individuals
who would be familiar with the principal's work and who carried out their daily

activity within the participant principal's school building: Finally, it is
. , K - : .
important to note that different groups of people supplied performance and.

climate ratings thus avoiding the possibility that similar response sets

contaminated both measures.

et

All responses to performance ratings and climate 'questionnaires wére re-
turned to the personnel administrator in-charge of the project in each disfrict,
and then mailed, unopened, to the research group at Michigan State University.

Results |

Performance Ratings. As stated above, performance ratings were made by

‘three separate groups: Supervisor, teachers, "and support staff. While the two
teacher ratings and the two support staff ratings were intercorrelated at - a

level supporting their combination, it was—felt that correlations across the

ERIC
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three rater groups indicated they were? perceiving performance in a sighificantly

different'way. The intercorrelations of the'performanée ratings from different -

B RN

rater groups as well as the validities of these performancé ratings against the

- 0

Placement Recommendatio; are presented in Table 3. Since the Plaéement_Recommenda—-~w~
tion was used to make promotion decisions only correlations. with the Placement
"RécOmmeﬁdétioh”éré>b%eséﬁ£éa.u”C6f%éiAEiohéM6%.é;;fofﬁénce ratings wiéh all
' assessment center ratings as well aé the intercorrelations of the ratings are
available from the senior author. The Placement Recommendétion.was significantly’

Insert Table 3 about here e

related to all but two (Supervision of Student Activities and Interpersonal
- € -
Effectiveness) of the performance dimensions as rated by supervisors. The

Placement Recommendation was also correlated to teacher ratings of performance

with three exceptions.  Two of these (Fiscal Management ‘and Maintenance of

v

School Plant) may be dimensions which are more important to supervisors. Support,

staff ratings cof performance were not as highly related to Placement Recommenda-

tions but significant relationships were observed for seven of .the sixteen

performance ratings. Most correlations with all three sets of‘ratings were in

the .20 to .35 range. , , , )

Those assessment center dimensions most highly and consistently, correlated
with job performance were Leadership, Oral Communication, Organizational Ability,

Decisiveness, Judgment and Problem Analysis. Correlations of ratings on

. ) ! Ve
Sensitivity, Stress Tolerance, Educational Values, Range of Interests, and

Personal Motivation with various job performance.ratings are lower and, for

the most part, nonsignificant. .

Climate Ratings. All seven of the climate measures were assessed by

v

multiple items and multiple raters; hence, both interitem and interrater con-
sistency were evaluated. Interitem consistencies were in the .70's and .80's,

but interrater correlations were very low (frequeritly less than .30) eépecially

ERIC | . 9
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acrgss rater groups. Consequently, student, teacher, and support staff

climate ratings were computed for each of the seven scales and these were

correlated with the assessment center ratings. Interdimensional correlations

were high relative to the interitem consistenciés suggesting a large general .

" climate factor, though each conceptual dimension- was didentified by some

specific variance. Tables containing internal consistencies, interrater

reliabilities and scale intercorrelations are contained in:Schmitt and Noe
(1982) and are also available upon request from the senior author.® The corre-

lations between_the assesgment center. consensus-skill-ratings—and student,"
. o 8
teacher, and support staff perceptions of thesschool climate are presented in -

Tables '4-6. - Correlations are all generally low and nonsignificant tregardless

Insert Tables 4-6 about here *° “

———————— L ) WSS

"of the source of climate information and skill dimension considered.

[

Post hoc consideration and interpretation of significant correlations

given the large number computed is certainly questionable, but the following

1)

statements ‘are offered as possible testable hypothe§§§~in_gny_£ntu:e.e££opt

O

ERIC
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to relafe skill and ciimate variables. Range of Interests was signifinantly
correlated with student perceptions of School Plant Mgintenance, Curriculum
and the extent to whichlihe princinal Structnres Communicgfions. It may be
that a person with a 1argé range of ekp@riences and interesfg can better deal

: .
with the variety of demands faced by an administrator. Further, -it may be that

I}

the memos, announcements, and bulletin boards used by the admlnistrator to

S SUSUOU e e et e e

-

communicate reflect the diversity of her/his interest and ability. TFor’ teacher
responses,-a climate stressing student activities was significantly related to
three assessment center ratings——Educational Values, Personal Motivation, and

Range of Interests.  Again, a post hoc interpretation migﬁt be that teachers

are densitive to the breadth of an administrator's interest, values, and

a

motivation as they are reflected in the programs and involvement in student s

\

activities. ) .
10
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‘Table 6 illustrates the correlations between the consensus ratings and .

{E;port staff ratiﬁgs of school climate. Written communications is related

to support staff climate ratings of Student Activities, Support Services, and )

-
Staff Selection Evaluation and Development, Support staff personnel. are ..

greatly involved in administrative work (typing memos, filing, running errands)

which 1s delegated to them by thevprincipal. Their jobs involve direct ‘contact 5'

with the principal's written work, Therefore, their ﬁérceptions of the prin-

Iy

o .
cipal's involvement in student activities, directing support services, and

staff selection, evaluation and development are likély to be'directly related

to the ability of the principal to express ideas clearly in writing, in a

manner appropriate for students, administrators, parents, and teachers. How-

<

ever, our original hypothesis that an administrator's skill would be related

to the establishment of a climate for specific types of behaviors in a school

(i.e., behavior related to curriculum consideration, school maintenance,

?

student activities, etc.) is certainly not strongly supported by the data in

Tables 4-6. o B —

& e

Discussion and Conclusions N ’

There are several reasons why the data presented in this study are impor-
tant and interesting. They represent, to our knowledge, the first validation

of the use of assessment center technology to the selection of school admin-

istrators. The positive validation results using a sample from widely distant

geographic areas and schools/districts of difff'ing'ﬁiggﬁwgqq_lgyelswgg well

as the job analysis ‘results indicate little dif “erence in job responsibilities
4

and tasks across various districts. It suggests that assessgment- centers

should be useful selection devices in most, if not all, educational settings.

The items comprising the cl'imate questionnaire did not call for evalua-

tions.of the administrator, but rather evaluation of the school. They- indicate

that the skills of the principal (as measured by the assessment center) are

Q “ ]“1 '
ERIC |
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generally not related to overall school functioning as perceived by students,

"

teachers, o:’supbort,staff. This may be due®to the fact'thap/the principal

‘alone is not respohsible for the school's fﬁnctioning. The skills of district

level personnel in receiving monetéry,aéSistance from state government. and the S
attitude of community members toward the school and their involvement in its .

functioning may be factors which have greater influence on thé*schqol climate

°

than the skill level of the principal. These situational factors may be

L

directly fesponsible for the lack of validify between the climate ratings and

the principal's skills as measured by the assessment center.

_The validity of the assessment center ratings extends across more dimen-—

¢

sions of the principal’'s job performance for teacher and supervisory ratings

than for support staff ratings. Post hoc,'the explanation may be that some

of the performance dimensions.involved aspects of the administrator's job

which were indirectly observed or for which the support staff had only informa-

vﬁibn from other people. Many of the support staff chose not to make ratings on

several dimensions, but. even_those who did may not have been informed raters. .. __
‘The data presented in this paper are also relevant to the criticism that
assessment center ratings are simply expensive ways to capture an organization's .

promotionpolicy(Klimoski & Strickland, 1977) since most validation studies

have employed promotion or salary increase criteria. Significant validities

: R % . . . . .
were ‘observed for most performance dimensions provided vy supervisors, teachers,

Ed

and support staff. This suggests-that assessment centers areryaliq“pyédictgygw_m_m

of job performance not merely indicators of an individual's aBility to survive

ot ' . » ’
within an organization. Because ratings of “erformance are also judgmental,
’ - , . '. . s .
they may be susceptible to the same criticism Klimoski and Strickland raised

Tr

. S,
concerning these more traditional criteria in assessment center validation

research. However, the’subordinate ratings collected in this study would seec

less susceptible to this problem.,

Qo | : ) | J | (
ERIC | 12 7 ~
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The stuéy has so%e limitétions, which probably.did serve to decrease the
size of the cbserved validities. First, average job tenure of the promoted
participants was only thirteen months. While tenure for thoge who were already,
administrators at the time of assessment was much Jonger, thére bas a sub-
stantial portion of the group who had been admini.trators for a relatively

brief period of time. Performance for administrators probably does not level

-
3

qff'until much iater (Schmitt & Schnéider, 1983), and the raters (particularly
_supervisory'ratersbin this study) may not have had a great deal of opportunity
‘to obsg;ve the participants’ behavior in a year's time. Restriction of range
resulting from the use of the center ratings was not a significant problem
because of.the inciusidn of individuals who haa beép lower- level administrators
but who had:not been promoted as a resuii of the center.'ATﬁe standar& deviations
of the Placement Reco%mendation for selected and unselected groups were .77 and
.85 reSpectiveiy. Use‘of_theseastandard deviations in théléofrection for
restyiction of range yielded corchted validity coefficients about .03 higher
than the ObservedAcoefficients.‘ Pérhaps the most severe.limifation of the étudy
lies in'the unreliability of the climate ratings alluded to above, especially

" for support staff and teachers. . .

, MoYe WO;R shoﬁld be done using performancercriteria such as turnover and

absences, grievanées filed, and achievement of management’objectives in the

: validatioﬁ of”asﬁeSSment centers. :While we do not advocate a naive searcﬁlfor
some ultimate criterién, tﬁe use of these criteria would‘inr*easé current
knowledge concerning the construdt,yalfdity of the assessmer- ceﬁ;gr ratings,

: . ' Y A
particulafly-in détermining behaviof;criteria Felationships._ Bééﬁﬁse of the
overreliance on prbmqtion and salary growth as the sole criterion in establishiﬁg
éssessment center validity, much potentially useful information copcerning

assessment center behavior and job behavior has not been forthcoming.

fRIC .13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Aascssmint Center Validicy
12

)

References

Byham, W.C. Review of legal cases and opinions dealing with assessment centers

: A~ 4 .
“and content validity, “--Pittsburgh, PA: Development Dimensions, 1979.
L NN " .
~

Finkle, R.B. Managerial assessment centers. In M.D. Dunnette (Ed.); Handbook

of industrial and organizational psychology. New York: Rand McNally, 1976.

Huck, J.R. Assessment centers: A review of the external and internal validities.

Personnel Psychology, 1973, 26, 191-212.
Huck, J.R. The reseérch base. In J.L. Moses and W.C. Byham, (Eds.), Applying

the assessment center method. ‘New York: Pergamon, 1976.

Jeswald, T.A. A new apbrogch to identifying administrative talent. NASSP
Bulletin, 1977, 61, 79-83.
Klimoski, R.J., & Strickland, W.J.‘.Assessment centers--valid or merely prescient.

Personnel Psychology, 1977, 30, 353-36l. *

Mitchel, J.0. Assessment center validity: A longitudinal étudy. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 1975, 60, 573-579. o .

Moses, J.L. Developing an assessment center program for school administrators.
/

NASSP Bulletin, 1977, 61, 76-79. S,

Sackett, P.R. A critical look at some common beliefs about assessment centers.

.'Public Personnel Management, 1982, 11, 140~147.

Sackett, P.R., & Hakel, M.D. Temporal stability and individual differences

in using assessment information to form overall ratings. Organizational

Behavior and Human Performance, 1979, 23, 120-137.

) ) . \ .
Sackett, P.R., & Wilson, M.A. Factors affe:ting the consensus judgment process,

in managerial assessment centers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1982,

67, 10-17.

Schmitt, N. Interrater agreement and dimensionality and combination of assess-~
’ s

ment center judgments. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1977, 62, 171-176,

14 \



! . Aonesusment Conter Validlty.

13

Schmitt; N., & Hill, T.E. Sex and race composition of assessment center groups'

as a determinant of peer and assessor ratings. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 1977, 62, 261-264.

Schmitt, N., & Noe, R.A. Final validation results: NASSP Assessment Center.

E. Lansing, MI:. Michigan State University, Psychology Department, 1982.

Schmitt, N., & Schneider, B.J. wCurrent issues in personnel selection. In.

K.M. Rowland and G.D. Ferris, Research in pefsonnel and human resources
management. Greenwich, CT: 'JAI Press Inc., 1983.
Task Force on Development of Assessment Center Standards (Chair: J.L. Moses)

Standards and Ethical Considerations for Assessment Center Operations.

” The Industrial Psychologist, 1977, 14, 41-45,

g

15

&



Fuger e Gen il Ladvs ooy

14

Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Validity Study Participants

Sex
Male . , S » ) ' 91
Female /r‘ 62
Race .
‘White ' . 129

Other ) ) - o T 24

School at time of éssessbent
I

Elementary _ o . 65
Jr. High/middle ' 24
Senior High ’ ’ 60

District Staff ' 4

Position at time of assessment

Teacher ; ) ) 43
CounseloF/Ed. Specialist 25
Assistanq Principal : - 81

Unknown | . ) _ 4
Number of participants whohave been promoted 60
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Table 2
Assessﬁcnt Center Dimensions and Descriptions
1. Problem Analysis. Ability to seek out relevant data and analyze

complex information to determine the important elements of a problem
situation; searching for information with a purpose.

2. Judgment. Skill in identifying educational needs and setting
— priorities; ability to reach logical conclusions and make high-
" TT"—-_quality decisions based on.available information,'ability to
critically evaluate written communications.

3. Organizational Abiligy. Ability to plan, schedule, and control the
work of others; skill in using resources in an optimal -fashion; ability
to deal withya volume of paper work and heavy demands on one's time.

4. Decisiveness. Ability to recognize when a decision is required and to
" act quickly. (Without an -assessment of ‘the quality of the decision,)

5. . Leadership. Ability to recognize when a group requires direction, to
: get others involved in solving problems, to effectively interact with
.a group, to guide them to the accomplishment-of-a-task. ..

6. Sensitivity. Ability to perceive the needs, concerns, and personal
problems of others; tact in dealing with persons from different back-
grounds; skill in resolving conflicts; ability to deal effectively
with people concerning emotional issues; knowing what information
to communicate and to whom. S '

7. Range of Interests. Competence to discuss a variety of subjects
(educational, political, economic, etc,); desire to actively partici--
pate in events.

8. Personal Motivation. Showing that work is important to personal
satisfaction; a need to achieve in all activities attempted; ability
to be self-policing.

9. Educational Values. Possession of well-reasoned education;
philosophy; receptiveness*to change and new ideas.

10. Stress Tolerance. Ability to perform under pressure and opposition,
ability to think on one's ieet

11. Oral Communication Skill. Ability tc make a clear oral presentation
of ideas and facts. '

12. Written Communication Skill. Ability to express ideas clearly in
writing; to write appropriately for different audlences——students,
teachers, parents, other administrators.
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Curriculum Objectives .46 .29 .33 .31% .27% 07
. ' ' (114) (118) (104)
Curriculum: . Individual -
30% .19%° .25%

Progress : .34 .33 .35
. . " (105) (106> - (82)

Student Activities: :
Supervision .18 .34 .26 11 .13 .15
_ : (102) (111) (94)

Student Activities:

Participation .33 .29 .38 L21% .18% .16
' : (113) (116) (106)
Support Services .37 .29 27 .34%  (19% - 16%

_ (107) (109) (110)
Directing Student °

-Behavior . .37 .22 .40 .18% .25% .06
_ . S TTTQu) -@20)-Q17)
Staff Evaluation . .39 .32 A .26% .19% .08
o _ (114) (120)°  (111)
““Developmental Activities .36 .29 .46 J17% L 29% .29%
. . a - (111) (118) (105)
Community Relations . .28 .41 .34 .29% - L21% .29%
. : (105) (108) (100)
_Interpersonal ) .
Effectiveness- . .30 .35 .34. 14 .34% .00

(118) (120)W“ (112)

Community Relations: : : oo
Parents ' .33 .36 .44 C o 24% .28% .26%
(106) (111) (105)

.Coordination with

Districts _ .17 .30 .32 .31% .23% .25%
. ' : (107) (98) . (94)
Fiscal Management .07 .22 .26 -30%* .07 .23%
(88) (90} (84).
Maintenance of :

School Plant .19 .33 .27 . 29% .10 .07
. ‘ ' (114) (117) (112)

Structures Communications .38 .45 .39 .18%* . 30%* .07
. (1}3) (118) (11?)

Overall Rating = 41 236- .62 T 25%x 0 (29% 09

_(118)  (119)  “(116)
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Table 4
Correlation Between Assessmeﬁt Center Consensus Ratings
and Student Ratings of School Climate R
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Problem Analysis .06 .17 . .29% -.01 .15 L24% .00
L (49). (49) (49) - (49) (49) (49) ~  (49)
Judgment ~.06 - .08 .03 -.20 -.03 .12 -.13 -
o " (49) (49) (49) {49) (49) (49) (49)
Decisiveness -.07 -.08 .08 -.05 .02 W11 .06
’ 47) 7)Y (47) - (4D (47) (47) (57)
Leadership _ .00 -.09 .10 .04 -.02 L27% -.04
: (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (46)
Sensitivity S o-07 12 ~. 04 ~.06  -.03 .18 -.05
- (46) = (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (46)
Educational Values .00 -.01 - .00 .00 .04 L24% - 01
—— ' (48) (48) (48) (48) . (48)- (48) (48)
— , _ _
Stress Tolerance 11 . 06 .17 -.15 .07 .23 L27%
' S (Y)) 47) (47) (47) (47) (47) (47)
Oral Communications - .06  -.07 .08 .02 -.13 .06  -.04
(48) (48) . (48) (48) (48) (48) (48)
Written Cormunications  ° 12 .20 .15 | .02 .14 .16 12!
©(49) (49) (49)  (49) (49) (49) (49)
Organizational Ability. .03 .14 .03 .07 .. .07 .13 .00 .
T (46) (46) (46) . (46) (46) (46) (46)
Range of Interests - .30% .21 - =.02 .05 16 :36% .24*
: . 46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (46)
" Personal Motiva=ion L34 .22 .00 .05 .01 .17 .18
(48) (48) (48) (48) (48) (48) (48)
'Placement Recormendation .02 .06 .05  -.09  -.14  -.07  -.05
, (68) - (68) (68) (68) (68) (68) (68)

*p<. 05 . o L ) e S
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Correlation Between Assessment Center Consensus Ratings
and Teacher Ratings of School Climate
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Problem-Analysts——"~~"~"03 .15 .11 -.01 - .01
(80) (80) (80) (80) (80)
Judgment .06 .06 .00  -.18 -.15
: (78) (78) (78) (78) (78)
Decisiveness . - -.08 -.08 -.05 -.13 -.20%
. (79) (79) (79) . (79) (79)
Leadership o .09 .06 .06 .02 -.08
(78) (78) (78) (78) (78)
Sensitivity : .09 .06 -.09 -.12. - .01
(77) (77) (77) (77 - AN
Educat fonal Values .01 L 24% .11 .05 .02
g , (79) (79) (79) (79)  — (79)
Stress Tolerance .12 . .08 . 04 .01 -.05
78) (78) (78) (73) (78)
Oral Communications JiS -.06 .00 -.03. -.09
(81) (81) (81) (81) (81)
Written Communications .25 .05 -.09 -.03 .01
- B © o (81) (81) (81) (81) (81)
Qrganizational Ability .07 .07 . .09 .08 . .01
. b (75) (75) (75) (75) (75)
Range of Interests .08  .21% -.06 = -.02 ~.04
(76) (78 (76) (76) (76)
Personal Motivation .17 .20% .09 .05 .05
S (81) (81) . (81)  (81)  (81)
Placement Recommendation .04° ' .05 .04  -.08  -.01

(113) 113)"  (113). (113) (113)

oo
N -

rer Valioity

18
1]
&
£ o 9
g o 0ny
- 2 mm_
SR N-E
-~ Q FERN -]
o J 3
0o = S E
by &8
.11 o4
"(80) (80)
.03 " -.14
(78) (78)
.01 S.16
(79) (79)
07 .07
(78) (78)
.07 -.01
(an (77)
.08 .10
(79) (79)
.20% 04
(78) - (78)-
006 —.13
(81)  (81)
. 06 -.09
(81) . (81)
.14 .00
(75)  (75)
.12 .Qs
(76) (76)
.15 .09
_(81) - - (81)—~
.04 7,07

(113) - (113)



e eotie osunt e 1.. vl 11/

Table 6 +9
Correlation Retween Asscgsient Center Consensus Ratings
and Support Staff Ratings of School Climate _ R
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Problem Analysis .00 .17 - .10 <10 -.08 .07 .04
i (BO)_ (79)  ——(80) - (B0)————(79)(79) " (80)
Judgment - ’ .13 .20% .15 .16 .01 -.02 .13
(79) (78) (79 . (79) (78) (78) (79)
Decisiveness -.07 .07 -.04 .03 -.23* .03 - -.07
(80) (79) (80) (80) (79) (79) (80)
Leadership - -.02 .00 .00 .13 -.14 -.05 -.16
' (78) (77) (78) (78) (77) (77) (78)
Sensitivity -.03 .12 .13 .22% .10 . 24% .09
’ (78) (77) (78) (78) ¢ (77) (77) . (78)
‘Educational Values =03 17. .02 --.12 .00 .08 -.06
: (80) (79) . (80) (80) (79) (79) (80)
Stress Tolerancé . .00 . 08 .03 .03  -.14  -.02 C-.07
' (79) (78) (79) - (79) (78) (78) (79).
Oral Communications .00 .02 -.01 .06 =13 -.09 -.11
(81) (80) (81) (81) (80) (80) . (81)
Written- Communications 09 | L31% L 22%22% .09 .16 12
' (81) (80) (81) . (81) (80) - (80) (81)
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Range of Interests -.12 .03 -.09. .00 -.09 .00 -.09
- (76) (75) (76) - (76) (75) (3) . (76)
Personal Mot_i\;at:ion ) - .07 W21% .09 . .18%* -.02 .08 -.05
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